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ARGUMENTS 
AMENDMENTS TO THE SPECIFICATION 

Paragraphs 0090, 0093, 0096, 0099, 0102, 0105, 0108, 0112, 0115, 0118, 0121, 0124, 
0127, 0130, 0134, 0137, 0140, 0143, 0146, 0149, 0152, 0156, 0159, 0162, 0165, 0168, 0171, 
0174, 0178, 0181, 0184, 0187, 0190, 0193, 0196, 0200, and 0222 have been amended to 
insert references to the concurrently filed sequence listing. Table 38 has been amended to 
correct a minor typographical error. Support for the correction can be found in the foreign 
priority document of the present application, Russian Patent App. No. 2002126396, at page 4, 
lines 3-7. No new matter is added by these amendments. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE CLAIMS 

Claims 29-42 and 102-130 were pending. Claims 1-28, 43-101, and 131-279 had 
been previously cancelled. Claims 29-42 and 102-130 are cancelled herein without prejudice 
to pursuit of the same or similar claims in a continuing application. 

New claims 280-287 are added. Support for new claims 280-287 can be found 
throughout the specification as filed, notably at page 45, line 5 et seq. of the specification as 
filed, including Table 38. Additional support can be found in original claims 31-33 and 40- 
42. No new matter is added by the present amendment. 

Applicants respectfully note that the skeletal sequence provided in new claims 280- 
287 is not inconsistent with the skeletal sequence originally provided in claim 102. 
Applicants further note that the sequence provided in original claim 102 is shorter than the 
sequence provided in new claims 280-287. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
no new search should be necessary in view of the newly entered claims. 

35 U.S.C. § 112, Second Paragraph 

Claims 102-130 were rejected as indefinite for use of the term "a fragment zero, one, 
two, or three amino acids in length." Claims 102-130 have been cancelled, and Applicants 
point out that the rejected term is not present in the newly presented claims. 
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35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 

Claims 29-32 and 36-40 were rejected under § 102(b) as anticipated by Estaquier et 
al., which is characterized as providing "a composition comprising a family of antigenic 
HIV-1 V3 peptides wherein each peptide in the family has at least one amino acid that differs 
relative to the other peptides in the family." Claims 29-32 and 36-40 have been cancelled, 
and that Estaquier fails to teach a composition comprising the peptide library having the 
formula present in new claim 280, i.e., N-N-N-T-R-K-X'-I-X 2 -X 3 -X 4 -X 5 -G-X 6 -X 7 -X 8 -Y-X 9 - 
T-G-X 10 -I-I-G-X !1 -I-R-Q (SEQ ID NO:36). 

Claim 42 was rejected under § 102(b) as anticipated by Hewer et al., which was 
characterized as teaching "a family of multiple epitope immunogens obtained from the V3 
loop of HIV-1 ." Claim 42 has been cancelled, and Hewer fails to teach a composition 
comprising the peptide library having the formula present in new claim 280, i.e., N-N-N-T-R- 
K-X 1 -I-X 2 -X 3 -X 4 -X 5 -G-X 6 -X 7 -X 8 -Y-X 9 -T-G-X ,0 -I-I-G-X 1, -I-R-Q (SEQ ID NO:36). 

35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 33-35 and 41 were rejected under § 103(a) as obvious over Estaquier. In view 
of the cancellation of claims 33-35 and 41, this rejection is rendered moot. 

Claims 102-130 are rejected under §103(a) as obvious over Estaquier. Estaquier is 
characterized as teaching "a composition comprising a family of antigenic HIV-1 V3 peptides 
wherein each peptide in the family has at least one amino acid that differs relative to the other 
peptides in the family." The Office Action acknowledges that Estaquier "does not disclose 
the precise sequence currently claimed," but posits that "it would have been prima facie 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to prepare a peptide 
library from both smaller and larger V3 fragments to identify those polypeptides with 
maximal immunogenicity." Applicants respectfully submit that this analysis fails to support 
a prima facie case of obviousness. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the prior art references must teach or 
suggest all the claim limitations. See, e.g., In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 
(Fed. Cir. 1991). The cited references do not disclose all of the claim limitations. 
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The Office Action cites only one reference, Estaquier, for the purposes of § 103(a), 
and acknowledges that Estaquier fails to teach the particular sequence provided in the claims. 
The Office Action asserts that this deficit would have been overcome by one of ordinary skill 
in the art by preparing peptide libraries from "smaller and larger V3 fragments" to identify 
those polypeptides with maximal immunogenicity. However, the differences between the 
peptides of Estaquier and the skeleton peptide library provided in the claims as amended 
could not have been resolved merely by selecting smaller or larger V3 fragments. 
Accordingly, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully submit that the patent application is in condition for 
allowance. If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephone conference would expedite the 
prosecution of the subject application, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned 
attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Christine M. Cochran, Reg. No. 52,757 
LEYDIG, VOIT & MAYER, LTD. 
Two Prudential Plaza, Suite 4900 



Date: April 9, 2008 



180 North Stetson Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6731 
(312) 616-5600 (telephone) 
(312)616-5700 (facsimile) 
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